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Lee Sim - Beover River Distribution Issues - UR6ENT!!
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Beover Rivar Distribution fssues -
trerry Olds; Michoel Queoly; Word

UR6ENT!!

Wogstoff

Lee:

First the easier issue: f hove spoken to Ronnie Roberts obout the "Lenzy Puffer is steeling woter" letter.
Ron soys thot he knows Lenzy guite wellond believes him to beon honest mon, but possibly would hove his
own understanding of water rights. Lenzy's fomily (Fred & GlennaPuffer) owns rights on North Creekin
the some orea and Lenzy moy consider thot he's using some of their right. Ron is not concerned about
Lenzygetlingviolentondiswillingto justcontocthimondoskhimif he'sgotopumpsetinthe creek,ond
if hedoes,whotwoterrightdoeshebelievehe'sexercising. ftoldRontowoittoheorfromus. f'm
inclined to give Ron the go-ahead to just tolk to Mr.Puff er ond report back.

Now, the ugly one: A litf le over o month ogo (5/9/O{, f sent you (cc: to Kent & Word) on emoil with on
qttoched Memorondum regarding Ihe proper distribution of rights under Award 123 in the Beover River
Decree. Do the nomes Beoumont, Brodshow, Brown & Boldwin ring ony bells? Well,Tgot no response from
onyone to my several guestions. ft wos probobly my foult for not being more direct. f om re-ottoching
thot memo to this emoil.

On Mondoy ,T received o coll from the geaver County Sheriff Yardley osking me to fox him the court
order on the Beoumont v. Morgon, Brown et.ol litigotion. He wos opporently getting some reguests to
"keep the peoce" on the monner in which the water wos being distributed . After some discussion, he soid
never mind on the court documents, becouse f exploined thot they leove some key issues unresolved.

Pleasegiveme some direction on this motter os soon os possible. T reolizethe memo is kind of long, but
the issues ore too complex to simplify much more.

fn short it comes down to two mojor guestions (eoch with o couple of sub-guestions):

1. rf Beoqmont swns lL3 gt Avati t2. (qqnd the other 213 (}yown & Boldwin) consulpf ouxiliolylgf5
without o Pfllngry counterPqrl, is fuqumqnt stilllojted lo l/3 oJ the f low in the source2 r know he's
limited tot/3 of theac?es, but how dowe distribute theflow? Brown& Boldwin knowtheycon't irrigote
with it, but if left ln the chonnel,they willreceivesomebenefit from it undetorlher rights downstreom.
Should Beoumont bereguired to ollow 2/3 of theflow (or the entireflow 2/3 of thetime) to by-poss his
diversionZ (See Findings of Foct, porogroph 19).

2. HCrlc the sefiCng gf oqtsfflce lnd fhe District Court elfectyvely eliminoted l/3 of tjeqriginol 65
qcreS qndet 1lward L23? We let Brown move l/3 to onother ploce of use ond Beoumont hos retoined o
right to t/3 at 'lhe decreed ploce of use. Where's the remoining L/3? Ts it gone, or con Brown cloim it
under fhe ownership of 2/3 of Aword 123(a)? ff Brown con cloim it, then it must still be ot the decreed
ploce of use ond Brown or Boldwin should be oble to irrigote there using either/both the primory ond
ouxiliory rights. Right2
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We have people getting desperale ond cows thot need o drink.
the larger problems, but we need to give our commissioner ond
direction. Ineed some help.

Kerry
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T realize this is o smoll motter in terms of
the woter users some cleor ond uneguivocol
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